In the 1950s, the average cost of damage caused by natural disasters was around $3.9 billion a year (Riebeek 2005) . This was followed by a jump in the damage recorded, finally amounting to an average of nearly $100 billion a year in the last 15 years (Table 1) . Such an increase is most often ascribed to climate change, but this is only half of the story. Climate change causes changes in the natural system, but this is not the only factor causing such an increase in damage. The Munich Reinsurance Company (Munich RE; Münchner … 2010), which »has one of the largest climatic databases on natural disasters« and, according to Lu~ka Kajfe` Bogataj (Kutin 2011) , is already a reference for climatological extremes, also draws attention to the impact of climate change, but on the other hand also highlights the increased vulnerability of the society. It highlights the following (Münchner … 1998; :
• Increase in the number and density of population, and urbanization (in the 1950s, less than 30% of the world population lived in urban settlements, whereas today this percentage has increased to over 50%); • Increase in the value of property, buildings, and infrastructure; • Development in dangerous zones; • Greater vulnerability of industrial society to natural disasters; and • Destruction of the natural environment.
However, one must also be cautious in reporting the increase in damage because, as Guha-Sapir, Hargitt, and Hoyois (2004, 38) state, in many disasters in the past the damage was not even recorded. This is also connected with their claim that damage caused by disasters is »usually considerably underestimated.« In addition, collecting data on damage is not systematic and also not methodologically uniform; data on direct damage predominate (Guha-Sapir, Hargitt, and Hoyois 2004, 39) . On the other hand, developing countries in particular tend to inflate the actual costs of damage in order to obtain more international aid (Raschky 2008, 631) . Table 1 shows that natural disasters with the largest number of casualties are not necessarily the most »expensive.« The former are primarily common in the developing countries (Guha-Sapir, Hargitt, and Hoyois 2004, 27) , where a large number of deaths is connected especially with poorer preparedness for 26.1 * The number of major natural disasters was determined based on the UN definition of great natural catastrophes (Münchner … 2011): »if the ability of the region to help itself is distinctly overtaxed, making interregional or international assistance necessary« (McBean 2004, 177-178) . ** In the first half of 2011, when this article was being written, several major natural disasters occurred (e.g., an earthquake on 22 February in Christchurch, New Zealand (M = 6.3); an earthquake (M = 9.0) and a tsunami on 11 March in Japan; and floods in Australia in December 2010 and January 2011, which according to Maplecroft caused $265 billion of damage, which was more than any other previous year (China … 2011; Map … 2011) . *** Cavallo and Noy (2010, 31) report that in terms of the number of casualties in relation to the total population of a country this was »the most catastrophic natural disaster in modern records« because approximately 3% of the population died. natural disasters such as in the form of inadequate construction legislation, poor infrastructure, and weak institutions; in addition, these areas are also characterized by high concentrations of population. The UN states that Japan, for instance, has nearly 40% more people exposed to tropical cyclones than the Philippines. Yet if both countries experienced similar sized cyclones, fatalities in the Philippines would be seventeen times higher than in Japan (China … 2011). Khan (2005, 280) estimated that in 1990 countries with higher per capita GDPs (i.e., > $14,000) had an average of 1.8 deaths per million people per year, and countries with lower per capita GDPs (i.e., < $2,000) had an average of 9.4 deaths per million people per year (Cavallo and Noy 2010, 28) . However, Raschky (2008, 631) wrote that a 10% increase in GDP results in about 8.74% lower death toll. To illustrate this, let us look at the large difference in the number of deaths between the earthquake in Haiti (12 Jan. 2010; M = 7.0; over 200,000 deaths, Table 1 ) with a per capita GDP of $1,200 (in 2010) and the more powerful earthquake in Chile (27 Feb. 2010; M = 8.8 ; approx. 500 deaths) with a per capita GDP of $15,400 (Cavallo and Noy 2010, 25; The world … 2011) . Nonetheless, as reported by Kellenberg and Mobarak (2008, 788) , the ratio between economic development and vulnerability to natural disasters is not always linear because better preparedness or resilience of society can result in increased construction in dangerous areas; Sadowski and Sutter (2005) showed this in the case of hurricanes. Among other (i.e., rich, industrialized) countries (Guha-Sapir, Hargitt, and Hoyois 2004, 40) , preparedness for natural disasters has largely decreased the number of deaths; on the other hand, costly preventive measures, expensive infrastructure, and high property values have increased the value of the damage. Of course this only applies to absolute damage. If damage is expressed in GDP, we get a different picture. Table 2 shows that small island countries in particular stand out in this regard. Raddatz (2009, 2, 12-13) wrote that small countries are mainly vulnerable to windstorms, whereas they do not stand out with regard to other types of natural disasters. He also cited the fact that in small countries windstorms result in a 2 to 3% drop in GDP, whereas in large countries they have no visible impact on GDP. The ratio of damage in terms of GDP as shown in Table 2 has a strong impact on countries' development. Honduras was reported to be lagging behind at least 20 years due to the 1998 hurricane (Guha-Sapir, Hargitt, and Hoyois 2004, 39, 43) . For comparison, the damage caused by the Kobe earthquake (Table 1) -which was the costliest natural disaster in the period studied next to Hurricane Katrina -amounted to less than 3% of Japan's GDP (Guha-Sapir, Hargitt, and Hoyois 2004, 43) .
In addition to a country's development, Khan (2005, 280, 283) believes that its location, the degree of democracy, and the power of its institutions are also vital with regard to damage and casualties. For example, in Asia the possibility of a natural disaster is 28.5 percentage points higher than in Africa. Cavallo and Noy (2010, 27-28) wrote that, between 1970 and 2008, 96% of all deaths and 99% of all those affect- ed by natural disasters were recorded in the following three areas: Asia-Pacific (60% of all deaths and 90% of all those affected), Latin America and the Caribbean (8% of all deaths and 3% of all those affected), and Africa (27% of all deaths and 6% of all those affected). There is less damage and fewer casualties in democratic countries, which tend to invest more heavily in mitigating disasters (Khan 2005, 280-281) ; something similar applies to the power of the relevant institutions (e.g., because of the absence of corruption) and the entire institutional framework (e.g., the stability of governments; Raschky 2008).
Damage in Slovenia between 1995 and 2008
Slovenian literature most often states that the damage caused by natural disasters amounts from 0.6 to 3% of the annual GDP if there is no major disaster. With greater catastrophes, this share is higher; for example, in 1976 damage caused by the earthquakes in the Upper So~a Valley and a few other natural disasters was estimated at approximately 7% of GDP (Oro`en Adami~ 1998b, 123) , and in the 1990 floods in the Savinja River Basin the damage amounted to more than 20% of GDP (Plut 2003, 10) . These figures are fairly high and also include indirect damage caused by these disasters (Rupnik 2009 ).
According to the Slovenian Statistical Office, the direct damage caused by natural disasters between 1995 and 2008 amounted to an average of 0.37% of annual GDP (Figure 2 ).
The last major disaster affecting Slovenia was the September 2010 floods (Komac and Zorn 2011a) . They affected 60% of Slovenian municipalities (137), and the total damage was estimated at more than  240 million (including VAT). This is a few million more than the costs of damage caused in the September 2007 floods (i.e.,  233 million; ), which affected 50 municipalities, among which the Municipality of @elezniki was the most severely affected. The damage caused by the September 2010 floods exceeded the 0.3% of planned inflows in the 2010 national budget (Internet 1; 2). For comparison, the damage caused by the 1990 floods was estimated at more than  500 million and the damage caused by the 1998 floods at  170 million (Miko{, Brilly, and Ribi~i~ 2004, 123) . 59.8
* The total does not match the total of the natural disasters listed above because other natural disasters are also taken into account here. ** The population is taken from the data on the number of births and deaths recorded by the Slovenian Statistical Office (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) and the Ministry of the Interior's Central Register of Population (1994 Population ( -2008 , and the data on foreign citizens recorded by the Ministry of the Interior's Internal Administrative Affairs Directorate (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) . Figure 4 ): the 1998 earthquake caused nearly 80% (i.e., 78.1%) of the total damage caused by natural disasters in this region, and the 2004 earthquake more than 60% (i.e., 61.4). In 1998, substantial damage due to the earthquake was also recorded in the Upper Carniola statistical region (Si. Gorenjska statisti~na regija; 37.7% of the total damage caused by natural disasters in the region. These earthquakes caused 18% (in 1998) and 13% (in 2004) of the total damage caused by natural disasters in Slovenia as a whole (Figure 3 ).
Earthquakes

Floods
»High water appears every year in Slovenia and is common. It can appear in any season, but most often in the fall. … Over the past century, not even a decade has been without major floods. They have appeared across all of Slovenia« (Polajnar 2002, 247) . This has also been the case in the last 15 years, when floods (Komac, Natek, and Zorn 2008) have caused an average of 15% of the total damage due to natural disasters in the country ( Figure 4 ). The following years have stood out in this regard: 1994 (31.3%; cf. Anzeljc et al. 1995 Anzeljc et al. ), 1995 cf. Gams 1996; Klabus 1996; Vovk 1996 Vovk ), 1998 cf. Horvat and Pape` 1999; Polajnar 1999; [ipec 1999 (12.1%), 2004 (15.2%), and 2007 cf. Su{nik et al. 2007; Kobold 2008 ).
In the Mura statistical region (Si. Pomurska statisti~na regija; Figure 4 ), great damage was caused by floods in 1998 (65.2% of the total damage in the region) and 2005 (40.6%); in addition, the 1999 floods also caused more than 10% of the damage in the region (i.e., 11.3%). In the Drava statistical region (Si. Podravska statisti~na regija), great damage was caused by floods in 1995 (22.7%), 1998 (39.8%), and 1999 (21.3%); in addition, floods also caused over 10% of the damage in 1996 (15. 
Fires
In the period discussed, fires ( Figure 6 ) caused substantial damage in Slovenia in 2002 (18.1%) and 2004 (24.5%). One should bear in mind that the data on fires include all the fires in the natural environment regardless of how they were started, and not only the fires that started naturally. 
Hail
During the period discussed, hail (Figure 8 ) didn't cause more than 10% of overall damage due to natural disasters in only four years (1998, 2000, 2003, 2007 
Frost and freezing rain
Among the natural disasters in Slovenia, frost and freezing rain cause the least damage; thus they only proved to be problematic (causing more than 10% of damage due to natural disasters) in 1996 (37.6%; cf. Jak{a 1997; Ogrin 1997 Ogrin ), 1997 Ogrin (27%), and 2001 cf. @ust 2003 ). In the Mura statistical region (Si. Pomurska statisti~na regija; Figure 9) 
Landslides and avalanches
Unfortunately, the Slovenian Statistical Office collects data on landslides (Zorn and Komac 2008) and avalanches (Pav{ek 2002) together, although these are two completely different processes. Given that avalanches mostly only threaten local infrastructure, the majority of the damage listed includes damage caused by landslides (Figure 10 ). According to these data, landslides and avalanches caused more than 10% of overall damage due to natural disasters in 1994 (10.2%), 1995 (16%), 1996 (22.4%), 1998 (14.1%), 1999 (32.1%), and 2002 (17.8%) 
Conclusion
In many regions natural disasters are a geographical constant (Komac 2009; Zorn and Komac 2010) . Because they are natural processes it can be claimed that »they have accompanied mankind from time immemorial, and will continue to present a constant threat to individuals and society as a whole in the future despite the rapid development of science and technology« (Natek 2003, 138) . One of the key findings in geographical research on natural disasters is that »they are elements of natural events that people usually cannot prevent, but must adapt to in the most suitable way possible« (Natek 2002, 63) .
Even though natural disasters are not unexpected, people mainly react to them only after they have already occurred. Slovenia does not yet have »a culture of avoiding natural disasters« (Alexander 1991, 75) , or »a culture of coexisting with natural disasters,« which can be at least partly ascribed to the consequences of a transitional (post-communist) society (Komac and Zorn 2011b) . Gams (1983, 14) already wrote that foreign researchers proved »that the effects of natural disasters can be mitigated if every individual has better knowledge of the nature of these processes.« Therefore, introducing the subject »Protection against natural and other disasters« (Andrejek 2010) into the primary schools was more than welcome and hopefully this will increase preparedness for and resilience (Kuhlicke et al. 2011 ) to natural disasters in Slovenian society and thus also result in a decrease in damage.
Globally, natural disasters have claimed an average of 75,000 lives a year over the past decade and caused approximately $100 billion of damage a year. In Slovenia, damage due to natural disasters amounted to an average of 0.37% of annual GDP during this period.
In the modern world, in which capital plays a key role, good knowledge of damage costs is key in advocating prevention (Guha-Sapir, Hargitt and Hoyois 2004, 38) . According to an estimate by the World Bank and the U.S. Geological Survey, the global economic damage caused by natural disasters during the 1990s could have been $280 billion lower if $40 billion had been invested in advance in natural disaster prevention and preparedness (Guha-Sapir, Hargitt, and Hoyois 2004, 45). IZVLE^EK: ^la nek opi su je {ko do zara di narav nih nesre~ v Slo ve ni ji in sve tu med leto ma 1995 in 2010. Uvod ni del ~lan ka je pos ve ~en raz la gi ter mi na {ko da in z njim pove za nih izra zov ter ran lji vo sti dru` be zara di narav nih nesre~. Na{te te so nekatere narav ne nesre ~e v Slo ve ni ji in po sve tu z vi di ka `rtev ter `rtve naravnih nesre~ glede na vrsto nesre~ v Sloveniji. V dru gem poglav ju je pred stav lje na detajl na ana li za vi{i ne {ko de in `rtev zara di narav nih nesre~ med letoma 1995 in 2010 po sve tu, pri ~emer izpo stav lja mo regio nal ne raz li ke, ki so posle di ca narav nih ali dru` be nih (po li ti~ nih in gos po dar skih) raz mer. Tret je poglav je podrob no obrav na va nepo sred no {ko do po posa mez nih vrstah narav nih nesre~ v Slo veni ji med leto ma 1995 in 2008. Opi sa na je {ko da zara di potre sov, poplav, po`a rov, su{e, mo~ ne ga vetra, to~e, poze be in `le da ter zemelj skih in sne` nih pla zov. Iz ana li zi ra ne ga gra di va o vi {i ni {ko de lah ko finan~ -no ovred no ti mo pomen pre ven ti ve, ki je klju~ na dejav nost na podro~ ju vars tva pred narav ni mi nesre ~a mi.
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Vse bi na
1 Uvod Z izra zom narav ne nesre ~e ozna ~u je mo narav ne poja ve in pro ce se v po kra ji ni, ki pri za de ne jo dru` bo v tako veli ki meri, da ji pov zro ~i jo {ko do (Zorn in Komac 2011, 12) . Ob poja vu narav ne nesre ~e je {ko da, poleg za{ ~i te in re{e va nje, med osred nji mi tema mi jav ne ga diskur za. Tako je poka za la tudi ana li za ~aso pi sih ~lan -kov ob popla vah sep tem bra 2010 v Slo ve ni ji (Ko mac in Zorn 2011a, 74) . Ne po sred na {ko da nasta ne ob sami nesre ~i (po{ kod be stavb in infra struk tu re, uni ~en pri de lek), posredna {ko da pa nasta ne na dru gih obmo~ jih in podro~ jih ter je lah ko mno go vi{ ja od nepo sred ne {ko de (iz pad dohod ka zara di pre ki ni tev v in du strij ski proi zvod nji, kme tijs tvu, trgo vi ni, ener ge ti ki). Neka te ri avtor ji (Guha-Sa pir, Har gitt in Hoyois 2004, 39) poz na jo {e sekun dar no {ko do, ki je finan~ ne nara ve in je poveza na z iz pa dom pro ra ~un skih sred stev, spre mem ba mi obrest nih mer in zadol `e va njem.
[ko de v sve tu zara di narav nih nesre~ nara{ ~a jo (Mc Bean 2004, 177; Löw in Wirtz 2010, 47) , a ne zaradi nji ho ve more bit ne ve~ je pogo sto sti, pa~ pa zara di ve~ je ran lji vo sti dru` be, kar je nazor no opi sal Gams (1983, 11) : … En sam dra go cen apa rat, ki ga v la bo ra to ri ju vr`e potres na tla in uni ~i, pome ni ve~ jo {ko do, kot jo je v dobi, ko so bile hi{e ve~i del {e lese ne, potres pov zro ~il cele mu kra ju … Ve~ ja ran lji vost dru` be je pove za na s hi trim nara{ ~a njem pre bi vals tva, pose lje va njem do nedav ne ga nepo se lje nih nevar nih obmoij, pogo stej {i mi zgo sti tva mi pre bi vals tva in ve~ jim dele `em mest ne ga pre bi vals tva. Na ve~ jo ran lji vost dru` be vpli va jo {e nara{ ~a jo ~e cene zem lji{~ in nepre mi~ nin, bolj raz ve je na in moder nej {a (dra` ja) infra struktu ra, pred vsem pa ~lo ve ko va odtu je nost od narav ne ga oko lja ter s tem nepoz na va nje, zani ka nje ali celo oma lo va `e va nje narav nih pro ce sov.
e {ko da ob narav nih nesre ~ah nara{ ~a, pa tega vsaj v gos po dar sko raz vi tej {ih dr`a vah ne bi mogli trdi ti za {te vi lo `rtev. To je bilo tudi v Slo ve ni ji v zad njih deset let jih raz me ro ma majh no: … Ob ~ut no zmanj{a nje {te vi la smrt nih `rtev zara di narav nih nesre~ zla sti v gos po dar sko raz vi tej {ih dr`a vah gre v ve li ki meri rav no na ra~un nepo sred nih za{ ~it nih ukre pov pred temi dogod ki … (Na tek 2007, 149). Oce nju je mo, da je med leto ma 1870 in 1943 v na rav nih nesre ~ah v Slo ve ni ji `iv lje nje izgu bi lo pov pre~ no 4,7 lju di/leto, med leto ma 1948 in 1995 pa se je ta {te vil ka zmanj {a la na 2,4 ~lo ve ka/leto (Oro `en Ada mi~ 1993, 9; 1998b, 126) .
Gle de na vrsto narav ne nesre ~e so v Slo ve ni ji naj ve~ `rtev ter ja li sne` ni pla zo vi (37 %), pri ~emer izstopa jo pla zo vi pod Vr{i ~em med prvo sve tov no voj no. Sle di jo potre si s tret ji no `rtev (30 %), uda ri stre le (13 %), popla ve (12 %) in neur ja (6 %), dru ge narav ne nesre ~e pa so pov zro ~i le 2 % `rtev (Oro `en Adami~ 1998a, 318). Ta raz mer ja se lah ko hitro spre me ni jo `e ob eni narav ni nesre ~i ve~ jih raz se` no sti. ^e bi na pri mer Ljub lja no pri za del potres s po dob no jakost jo, kot tisti iz leta 1895 (M = 6,1), … zelo stvar na oce na govo ri o mo` no stih od 1000 do 1400 smrt nih pri me rov v Ljub lja ni … ob naj bolj ~rnem sce na ri ju pa … celo o mo` nih 20.000 smrt nih pri me rih … (Oro `en Ada mi~ 1998b, 130-131) . Pogla vit ni vzrok za to je zaskrblju jo ~a raven potre sne var no sti ve~ kot polo vi ce ve~ sta no vanj skih stavb v Slo ve ni ji. Naj bolj nevar ne za biva nje so stav be z ve~ eta `a mi, zgra je ne pred letom 1981 (Ki lar in Ku{ar 2009).
Glo bal no je v zad njem tiso~ let ju v vsaj 100.000 ve~ jih pred vsem geo mor fo lo{ kih, geo lo{ kih in podneb nih narav nih nesre ~ah `iv lje nje izgu bi lo naj manj 15 mi li jo nov lju di (Münchner … 1999) . [te vi lo `rtev je {e mno go vi{ je, ~e upo {te va mo {te vil ne su{e (na pri mer na Kitaj skem naj bi med leto ma 1876-1879 ter ja la okrog devet mili jo nov `iv ljenj), lako te (na pri mer v In di ji naj bi leta 1769 ter ja la okrog deset milijo nov `iv ljenj) ali bolez ni (na pri mer kuga v sred njem veku naj bi v Evro pi ter ja la 25 mi li jo nov `iv ljenj, pan de mi ja gri pe v le tih 1918 in 1919 pa glo bal no med 35 in 75 mi li jo ni `iv ljenj, samo v In di ji naj manj 16 mi li jo nov) (Hall 2011) . Med leto ma 1994 in 2003 so narav ne nesre ~e glo bal no pov pre~ no pri za de le 255 mi li jo nov lju di let no (Guha-Sa pir, Har gitt in Hoyois 2004), od tega je bilo v ob dob ju 1995-2010 povpre~ no prek 75.000 smrt nih `rtev let no (pre gled ni ca 2).
V ~lan ku podrob ne je pred stav lja mo vi{i no {kod, ki so jih v Slo ve ni ji in sve tu zabe le `i li v zad njem desetlet ju in pol. Kot pogla vit ni vir za Slo ve ni jo smo upo ra bi li podat ke Sta ti sti~ ne ga ura da Repub li ke Slo ve ni je (Oce nje na … 2010), za {ko do v sve tov nem meri lu pa pred vsem podat ke München ske poza va ro val ni ce (Münchner … 2010).
[ko da v sve tu med leto ma 1995 in 2010
V pet de se tih letih pre te kle ga sto let ja je bila v pov pre~ ju glo bal na {ko da zara di narav nih nesre~ okrog 3,9 mili jar de $ let no (Rie beek 2005). Sle di lo je sko ko vi to nara{ ~a nje zabe le `e ne {ko de, ki je v zad njem deset let ju in pol v pov pre~ ju zna {a la sko raj 100 mi li jard let no (pre gled ni ca 1). Tak {no nara{ ~a nje naj po go ste je pripi su je jo pod neb nim spre mem bam. Ven dar je to le del resni ce. Pod neb ne spre mem be vpli va jo na spre mem be v na rav nem siste mu, ven dar niso edi ne odgo vor ne za tak {no nara{ ~a nje {kod. Tudi München ska pozava ro val ni ca (Münchner … 2010), ki … ima eno naj ve~ jih podat kov nih baz kli ma to lo{ kih podat kov o na rav nih nesre ~ah … in je kot pra vi Kaj fe`-Bo ga ta je va (Ku tin 2011) `e refe ren ca za kli ma to lo{ ke ekstre me, opo zarja na vpliv pod neb nih spre memb, a pou dar ja po dru gi stra ni tudi ve~ jo ran lji vost dru` be. Pri tem izpo stav lja (Münchner … 1998; :
• rast {te vi la in gosto te pre bi vals tva ter urba ni za ci jo (v pet de se tih letih pre te kle ga sto let ja je manj kot 30 % sve tov ne ga pre bi vals tva `ive lo v ur ba nih nase ljih, danes pa prek 50 %), • rast vred no sti zem lji{~, objek tov, infra struk tu re, • pose ga nje na nevar na obmo~ ja, • ve~ jo ob~ut lji vost indu strij ske dru` be na narav ne nesre ~e in • uni ~e va nje narav ne ga oko lja.
Ven dar je tre ba biti pri nava ja nju rasti {kod tudi pre vi den, saj kot pi{e jo Guha-Sa pir, Har gitt in Hoyois (2004, 38) v pre te klo sti {ko de mno gih nesre~ niso bile zabe le `e ne. S tem pa je pove za na tudi nji ho va naslednja trdi tev, da je {ko da zara di nesre~… po nava di pre cej pod ce nje na … Poleg tega zbi ra nje podat kov o {ko di ni siste ma ti~ no in tudi ne meto do lo{ ko poe no te no; pre vla du je jo podat ki o ne po sred ni {ko di (Guha-Sapir, Har gitt in Hoyois 2004, 39). Po dru gi stra ni pred vsem pri dr`a vah v raz vo ju pri ha ja do pre ti ra vanj gle de vi{i ne {ko de, da bi si tako zago to vi li ve~ jo med na rod no pomo~ (Raschky 2008, 631) . Glej angle{ ki del pris pev ka.
Pre gled ni ca 1 ka`e, da narav ne nesre ~e z naj ve~ jim {te vi lom `rtev niso nuj no tudi naj dra` je. Prve so pred vsem veza ne na dr`a ve v raz vo ju (Guha-Sa pir, Har gitt in Hoyois 2004, 27), kjer je veli ko {te vi lo smrtnih `rtev pove za nih pred vsem s slab {o pri prav lje nost jo na nara ve nesre ~e, na pri mer v ob li ki grad be ne zako no da je, slab {e infra struk tu re, {ib kih usta nov in podob no, za ta obmo~ ja pa so zna ~il ne tudi veli ke kon cen tra ci je pre bi vals tva. Zdru `e ni naro di na pri mer nava ja jo, da ima Japon ska prib li` no 40 % ve~ prebi val cev izpo stav lje nih trop skim ciklo nom kot Fili pi ni, a ~e bi obe dr`a vi zaje lo podob no neur je, bi bilo na Fili pi nih sedem najst krat ve~ `rtev (Chi na … 2011). Khan (2005, 280) je za leto 1990 izra ~u nal, da so ime le v pov pre~ ju dr`a ve z vi{ jim BDP (> 14.000 $) 1,8 `r tev/mi li jon pre bi val cev na leto, dr`a ve z ni` jim BDP(< 2000 $) pa 9,4 `r tev/mi li jon pre bi val cev na leto (Ca val lo in Noy 2010, 28). Raschky (2008, 631) pa pi{e, da pove ~a nje BDP za 10 % pome ni prib li` no 8,74 % manj `rtev ob narav nih nesre ~ah. Kot pri mer nave di mo veli ko raz li ko v {te vi lu `rtev med potre som na Hai ti ju (12. 1. 2010; M = 7,0; prek 200.000 `r tevpre gled ni ca 1) z BDP (2010) 1200 $ in mo~ nej {im potre som v ^i lu (27. 2. 2010; M = 8,8 ; okrog 500 `r tev) z BDP (2010) 15.400 $ (Ca val lo in Noy 2010, 25; The world … 2011). Kljub temu pa, kot pi{e ta Kel lenberg in Moba rak (2008, 788) , raz mer je med eko nom skim raz vo jem in ran lji vost jo zara di narav nih nesreñ i ved no linear no, saj lah ko ve~ ja pri prav lje nost ali odpor nost dru` be vpli va ta na pove ~a nje pose gov na nevar na obmo~ ja, kar sta za orka ne poka za la Sadow ski in Sut ter (2005) .
Pri dru gih, te je boga tih indu strij skih dr`a vah (Guha-Sa pir, Har gitt in Hoyois 2004, 40), je pri pravlje nost na narav ne nesre ~e pove ~i ni zmanj {a la {te vi lo smrt nih `rtev, po dru gi stra ni pa se je zara di dra gih pre ven tiv nih ukre pov, dra ge infra struk tu re ter viso kih vred no sti pre mo `e nja, pove ~a la {ko da. Seve da to dr`i le, ko govo ri mo o {ko di v ab so lut nih {te vil kah. ^e {ko do izra zi mo v vred no sti BDP, pa je sli ka druga~ na. V pre gled ni ci 2 vidi mo, da izsto pa jo pred vsem oto{ ke dr`a vi ce. Rad datz (2009, 2, (12) (13) pi{e, da so male dr`a ve ran lji ve pred vsem za neur ja, med tem ko pri dru gih narav nih nesre ~ah ne izsto pa jo. Navaja tudi poda tek, da ima jo neur ja v ma lih dr`a vah za posle di co padec BDP-ja za 2-3 %, med tem ko pri veli kih dr`a vah vpliv na BDP ni opa zen. Raz mer je {kod gle de na BDP kot ga ka`e pre gled ni ca 2 mo~ no vpli va na raz voj dr`av. Za Hon du ras nava ja jo poda tek, da je zara di orka na leta 1998 zao stal v raz vo ju za vsaj dvajset let (Guha-Sa pir, Har gitt in Hoyois 2004, 39, 43) . Za pri mer ja vo nave di mo, da je {ko da zara di potre sa v Ko be ju (pre gled ni ca 1), ki je poleg orka na Katri na leta 2005 naj dra` ja narav na nesre ~a v obrav na vanem obdob ju, pred stav lja la manj kot 3 % japon ske ga BDP (Guha-Sa pir, Har gitt in Hoyois 2004, 43) .
Po leg same raz vi to sti dr`a ve je za {ko do in `rtve po Kha nu (2005, 280, 283) pomemb na tudi lega dr`ave, stop nja nje ne demo kra ci je in mo~ nje nih usta nov. V azij skih dr`a vah je na pri mer kar 28,5 od stot nih to~k ve~ mo` no sti, da nasta ne ve~ ja narav na nesre ~a kot v Afri ki. Caval lo in Noy (2010, 27-28) pi{e ta, da * Se{te vek ne ustre za se{tev ku zgo raj nave de nih narav nih nesre~, saj so tu zaje te {e dru ge ele men tar ne nesre ~e. ** [te vi lo pre bi val cev je pov ze to po podat kih o {te vi lu roj stev in smr ti Sta ti sti~ ne ga ura da Repub li ke Slo ve ni je (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) , Cen tral ne ga regi stra pre bi val cev Mini strs tva za notra nje zade ve (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) ter podat kih o tu jih dr`av lja nih Direk to ra ta za uprav ne notra nje zade ve Mini strs tva za notra nje zade ve (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) .
